UNPUBL | SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 97-6246

VI CTOR TOWNES,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

ver sus

CI TY OF BALTI MORE; UNKNOWN BALTI MORE CI TY UNI -
FORM and Possi ble Plainclothes Police Ofi-
cers and their Superiors; UNKNOAN BALTI MORE
FI RE & AMBULANCE SERVI CE ATTENDANTS; UNKNOWN
FIELD DI RECTORS OF THE BALTIMORE F.B.I.
OFFI CE; BALTIMORE CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT;
UNKNOWN BALTI MORE CITY PCOLI CE COW SS| ONER;
UNKNOWN COWM SSI ONER FOR THE BALTI MORE CI TY
FI RE AND AMBULANCE SERVI CES; VAUGHN FOREMAN,
Trooper; SAMJEL N. W CHNER, Special Agent,

Def endants - Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinmore. WlliamM N ckerson, District Judge. (CA-
95- 3529- WWN)

Submtted: My 1, 1997 Deci ded: May 13, 1997

Bef ore W DENER and MURNAGHAN, Circuit Judges, and PHI LLI PS, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Di sm ssed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Victor Townes, Appellant Pro Se. Frank Charles Derr, Assistant
City Solicitor, WIlliam Rowe Phelan, Jr., OFFICE OF THE CTY
SOLICI TOR, Baltinore, Maryl and; Charl es Joseph Peters, Sr., OFFI CE
OF THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Baltinore, Maryl and; Duane Ant hony



Ver der ai ne, BALTI MORE CI TY PCLI CE DEPARTMENT, Bal ti nore, Maryl and;
John Joseph Curran, Jr., Attorney General, Baltinore, Maryl and;
Donald E. Hoffman, OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF MARYLAND,
Pi kesville, Maryland, for Appellees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).

PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s a district court order di sm ssing sone, but
not all, parties fromhis 42 U . S.C. § 1983 (1994) action. W dis-
m ss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the order is non-
di spositive as to the entire action and therefore not appeal abl e.
This court may exercise jurisdiction only over final orders, 28
US C 8 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and collatera
orders, 28 U . S.C. 8§ 1292 (1994); Fed. R Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v.
Beneficial Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541 (1949). The order here

appealed is neither a final order nor an appeal able interlocutory
or collateral order

We di sm ss the appeal as interlocutory. W di spense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d not

aid the decisional process.

DI SM SSED






